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after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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Disposition of Claims 

4) E] Claim(s) 85 and 102-135 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 103 and 135 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's Amendment filed August 2, 2006 in which Claims 1 02, 1 07-1 08 and 
129 have been amended, has been placed of record in the file. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 102, 107-110, 114-116, 121-123 and 125-134 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Mroczkowski et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,308,252). 
With regard to Claim 102, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses an electronic 
interconnect element comprising: a first leaf portion (307); a contact tip (304) located on 
a first side of the first leaf portion and disposed to engage a contact feature (see Fig. 7) 
of an electronic device (30); at least one first support (upper half of 317) coupled to an 
opposite side of the first leaf portion offset from the contact tip; a second leaf portion 
(308) having a first side coupled to the at least one first support wherein the first support 
joins the first leaf portion to the second leaf portion such that the first side of the first leaf 
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portion, the opposite side of the first leaf portion the first side of the second leaf portions 
and an opposite side of the second leaf portion are substantially parallel; and at least 
one second support (lower half of 317 and 318-319) coupled to the opposite side of the 
second leaf portion offset from the at least one first support point. 

With regard to Claim 107, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses an 
electronic interconnect element comprising: a plurality of leaf portions (307, 308); a 
contact tip (304) located on a first side of one of the plurality of leaf portions and 
disposed to engage a contact feature of an electronic device (30); at least one first 
support (upper half of 317) coupled to an opposite side of the one leaf portion offset 
from the contact tip; another of the plurality of leaf portions having a first side coupled to 
the at least one first support wherein the first support joins the one leaf portion to the 
another leaf portion such that the first side of the one leaf portion, the opposite side of 
the one leaf portion the first side of the another leaf portion and an opposite side of the 
another leaf portion are substantially parallel; and at least one second support (lower 
half of 317 and 318-319) coupled to the opposite side of the other leaf portion offset 
from the at least one first support. 

With regard to Claim 108, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses an 
electronic interconnect element comprising: a plurality of leaf structures (307, 308) are 
disposed in a stack and joined one to another by at least one support structure (lower 
half of 317 and 318-319); a post structure (318, 319) attached to a first outer one (307) 
of the leaf structures and configured to attach the electronic interconnect element to a 
first electronic component (30); and a contact tip structure (304) attached (via 317) to a 
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second outer (308) one of the leaf structures and configured to contact a second 
electronic component (210), wherein each of the leaf structures are configured to flex in 
response to a force on the contact tip from contact with the second electronic 
component. 

With regard to Claim 109, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses the leaf 
structures are disposed substantially parallel in the stack. 

With regard to Claim 110, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses each of 
the plurality of leaf structures being movable in response to a force applied to the 
contact tip structure and the interconnection element acts as a spring when a force is 
applied to the contact tip structure. 

With regard to Claim 114, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses upon 
application of a force to the contact tip structure, each one of the leaf structures deforms 
towards another of the leaf structures. 

With regard to Claim 115, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses upon 
application of a force to the contact tip structure, the leaf structures in at least one pair 
of adjacent leaf structures deform towards each other. 

With regard to Claim 116, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses upon 
application of a force to the contact tip structure, the leaf structures in at least one pair 
of adjacent leafstructures deform in opposite directions. 

With regard to Claim 121, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses all of the 
leaf structures except the first outer leaf structure and the second outer leaf structure 
are disposed between the first outer leaf structure and the second outer leaf structure. 
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With regard to Claim 122, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses each of 
the leaf structures comprises a plate with a planar surface, and each of the contact tip 
structure, the at least one support structure, and the post structure are attached to at 
least one of the planar surfaces. 

With regard to Claim 123, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses the 
planar surfaces of the leaf structures are substantially parallel in the stack. 

With regard to Claim 125, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses each of 
the first leaf portion and the second leaf portion is configured to flex in response to a 
force on the contact tip from contact with the electronic device. 

With regard to Claim 126, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses each of 
the first leaf portion and the second leaf portion being resilient and configured to 
generate a counter force in response to the force on the contact tip. 

With regard to Claim 127, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses each of 
the plurality of leaf portions is configured to flex in response to a force on the contact tip 
from contact with the electronic device. 

With regard to Claim 128, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses each of 
the plurality of leaf portions is resilient and configured to generate a counter force in 
response to the force on the contact tip. 

With regard to Claim 129, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses an 
electronic interconnect element comprising: a beam structure (318, 319) comprising a 
closed first end (303) and a close second end (305); and a hollow space (between 310, 
313 and 317) between the closed first end and the closed second end; a contact tip 
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structure (304) joined to the beam structure; and an attachment structure (318, 319) 
configured to attach the interconnect element to an electronic component (30). 

With regard to Claim 130, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses the 
beam structure comprises a pair of leaf portions (307, 308) joined one to another at 
ends of the leaf portions. 

With regard to Claim 131, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses the pair 
of leaf portions are joined one to another at the ends of the leaf portions by support 
structures (upper and lower half of 31 7). 

With regard to Claim 132, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses a beam 
(318, 319) to which the beam structure is joined by a support structure (317). 

With regard to Claim 133, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses a 
plurality of beams (307, 308), wherein the beam structure is joined to at least one of the 
beams by at least one support structure (31 7). 

With regard to Claim 134, Mroczkowski et al. (Figs. 1-2 and 7) discloses another 
beam structure (Fig. 7) comprising closed ends (303, 305) and a hollow space (between 
310, 313 and 317) between the closed ends, wherein the beam structure and the 
another beam structure joined one to another by a support structure (320). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which the subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 85, 1 04-1 06, 1 1 1 -1 1 3, 1 1 7-1 1 9 and 1 24 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mroczkowski et al. (U.S. Patent No. 

5,308,252). With regard to Claim 85, Mroczkowski et al. discloses the claimed invention 

as shown above except for the first leaf portion comprising a structural material 

deposited on a conductive seed material. 

Still, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have the first leaf portion comprising a structural material 
deposited on a conductive seed material, since it has been held to be within the general 
skill of a worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the 
intended use as matter of obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. 

With regard to Claims 104-105, Mroczkowski et al. discloses the claimed 
invention as shown above except for a third support point spaced apart from the first 
support and coupled to the opposite side of the first leaf portion offset from the contact 
tip, and a fourth support spaced apart from the second support and coupled to the 
opposite side of the second leaf portion offset from the first contact, a third leaf portion 
having a first side coupled to the second support, and a third support coupled to an 
opposite side of the third leaf portion offset from the second support. 

Still, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have a third support point spaced apart from the first support 
and coupled to the opposite side of the first leaf portion offset from the contact tip, and a 
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fourth support spaced apart from the second support and coupled to the opposite side 
of the second leaf portion offset from the first contact, a third leaf portion having a first 
side coupled to the second support, and a third support coupled to an opposite side of 
the third leaf portion offset from the second support, since it has been held that mere 
duplication of the essential working parts of a device involves only routine skill in the art. 
St. Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8. 

With regard to Claims 106 and 124, Mroczkowski et al. discloses the claimed 
invention as shown above except for the contact tip, the first and second leaf portions 
and the first and second supports being each structurally distinct and separate elements 
and each of the leaf structures, each of the at least one support structures, the post 
structure, and the contact tip structure being distinct and separate structures. 

Still, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have the contact tip, the first and second leaf portions and 
the first and second supports being each structurally distinct and separate elements and 
each of the leaf structures, each of the at least one support structures, the post 
structure, and the contact tip structure being distinct and separate structures, since it 
has been held that constructing a formerly integral structure in various elements 
involves only routine skill in the art. Nerwin v. Erichman, 168 USPQ 177, 179. 

With regard to Claims 111-113, Mroczkowski et al. discloses the claimed 
invention as shown above except for the spring constant of the interconnection element 
comprising a sum of spring constants of each of the leaf structures, the maximum 
deflection of the interconnection element comprising a sum of maximum deflections of 
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each of the leaf structures and the maximum deflection of the interconnection element 
comprises a sum of maximum deflections of each of the leaf structures. 

Still, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have the spring constant of the interconnection element 
comprising a sum of spring constants of each of the leaf structures, the maximum 
deflection of the interconnection element comprising a sum of maximum deflections of 
each of the leaf structures and the maximum deflection of the interconnection element 
comprises a sum of maximum deflections of each of the leaf structures, since it has 
been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617, F. 2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

With regard to Claims 117-119, Mroczkowski et al. discloses the claimed 
invention as shown above except for each of the leaf structures being cylindrically 
shaped, each of the leaf structures being "H" shaped and each of the leaf structures 
being rectangular shaped. 

However, it would have been obvious to modify the leaf structures being 
cylindrical, "H" or rectangular shaped since applicants have presented no explanation 
that these particular configurations of the leaf structures are significant or are anything 
more than one of numerous configurations a person of ordinary skill in the art would find 
obvious. A change in shape is generally recognizing as being within the level of 
ordinary skill in the art. In re Dailey, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1976). 

With regard to Claim 120, Mroczkowski et al. discloses the claimed invention as 
shown above except for at least one of the leaf structures comprising an opening. 



Application/Control Number: 10/750,355 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2833 

Still, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to design at 
least one of the leaf structures comprising an opening since, it has been concluded that 
absent any convincing showing of the criticality of the design, this particular design is 
nothing more than the inventor choice without departing from the scope of the invention. 
In re Dailey, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1976). 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 85, 102 and 104-134 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Edwin A. Leon whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2008. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 10:00-6:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paula A. Bradley can be reached on 571-272-2800, extension 33. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Edwin A. Leon 
AU 2833 





EAL 

October 2, 2006 



